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DETAILED ACTION 

This written action is responding to the amendment dated on 04/24/2007. 
Claims 4-5, 9-10, 20-21, and 25-26 have been amended. All other claims are as 
original. 

Claims 1-34 have been submitted for examination. 
Claims 1-34 have been examined and rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-2, 16-18, and 32-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Muret et al. (U.S. Patent 6,792,458) and further in view of 

Obata et al. (U.S. Pub. 2005/0165778). 

a. Referring to Claims 1. 17. 33. and 34: 

As per Claim 1 , Muret et al. disclose a method of controlling access to 

infonnation in a distributed data processing system having: 

a server for storing said information, wherein said server further 

comprises a logging tool for creating a log file [(lines 64-67, Col. 3; 

lines 1-2, Col. 4; lines 16-22, Col. 2 , Col. 2 from Muret et al.)], and a 

client computer comprising an application program for controlling a 



1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
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software agent, wherein said software agent requests said information 

from said server [(lines 61-66, Col. 22 and lines 1-3, Col. 23 from 

Muret et al.)], said method comprising the steps of: 

identifying a software agent [(line 65, Col. 22 from Muret et al.)]; 

in response to said identifying step, storing all requests from said 

identified software agent in said log file [(lines 44-47, Co. 8 and lines 

45-52, Col. 22 from Muret et al.)]; 

in response to said storing step, analysing said log file [(lines 5-9, Col. 7 
and lines 45-52 and 61-62, Col. 22 from Muret et al.)]; 
in response to said analysing step, monitoring behaviour of said 
identified software agent [(lines 16-22, Col. 2 , Col. 2 and lines 28-31, • 
Col. 22 from Muret et al.)], and 

Muret et al. do not expressly disclose the remaining limitation of the 
claim. However, Obata et al. disclose in response to said monitoring 
step, invoking at least one of a plurality of pre-defined rules to control 
said behaviour of said identified software agent [(lines 1-6 of [0007] 
from Obata et al.)]. Muret et al. and Obata et al. are analogous art 
because they are from similar technology relating to the web information 
technology and information crawling. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Invention was made to combine 
Muret et al. with Obata et al. to have rules for controlling the software 
crawler since one would have been motivated to optimize a Web 
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crawler's use of computer resources when performing adaptive 
incremental Web crawls to maintain the synchronization (lines 4-7 of 
[0010] from Obata et al.). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Muret et al. with Obata et al. to obtain the invention as specified 
in Claim 1. 

As per Claim 17, it is a system claim that corresponds to the method 
Claim 1. Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against 
Claim 1 above. 

As per Claim 33, it is a distributed data processing system claim that 
corresponds to the method Claim 1. Therefore, it is rejected with the 
same rationale applied against Claim 1 above. 

As per Claim 34, it is a computer readable medium claim that 
corresponds to the method Claim 1. Therefore, it is rejected with the 
same rationale applied against Claim 1 above, 
b. Referring to Claims 2 and 18: 

As per Claim 2, Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the method 
according to claim 1, wherein said information is represented within any 
number of a plurality of web pages [(lines 7-14, Col. 4 from Muret et 
al.)], each of said any number of a plurality of web pages comprising a 
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non-visible link [(lines 45-53 and 65-67, Col. 20 and line 1, Col. 21 
from Muret et al.)]. 

As per Claim 18, the rejection of Claim 17 is incorporated. In addition, 
Claim 18 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 2. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 2 
above. 

c. Referring to Claims 16 and 32: 

As per Claim 16, Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the method 
according to claim 1, wherein said at least one of a plurality of pre- 
defined rules controls a plurality of thread priorities associated with said 
server, wherein at least one of a plurality of threads is associated with a 
software agent [(lines 49-54, Col. 11; lines 65-67, Col. 22 from Muret 
et al.) and (lines 1-6 of [0007] from Obata et al.)]. 

As per Claim 32, the rejection of Claim 17 is incorporated. In addition. 
Claim 32 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 16. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 16 
above. 

6. Claims 3-7, 14-15, 19-23, and 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Muret et al. (U.S. Patent 6,792.458) and Obata et al. 
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(U.S. Pub. 2005/0165778), and further in view of Pettersen (U.S. Patent 6,826, 
594). 

a. Referring to Claims 3 and 19: 

As per Claim 3, Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the method 
according to claim 2, wherein a software agent requests one of a 
plurality of web pages [(lines 61-66, Col. 22 and lines 1-3, Col. 23)]. 
Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the identifying step as in Claim 1 . 
However, Muret et al. and Obata et al. dp not expressly disclose the 
remaining limitations of the claim. However, Pettersen discloses said 
identifying step further comprises the steps of: dynamically generating a 
first unique identifier and dynamically inserting said first unique identifier 
into a non-visible link associated with said one of a plurality of web 
pages [(lines 1-6, Col. 14 and lines 26-30, Col. 14 from Pettersen)], 
and 

determining whether said one of a plurality of web pages is associated 
with further of a plurality of web pages [(lines 46-48, Col. 13; lines 26- 
40, Col. 14; lines 16-25, Col. 15 from Pettersen)]. Muret et al., Obata 
et al., and Pettersen are analogous art because they are from similar 
technology relating to the web information technology and information 
crawling. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to combine Muret et al. and Obata et al. 
with Pettersen since one would have been motivated to insert dynamic 
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or variable type content from a web server into a designated portion of a 
web page over a distributed electronic network, such as the Internet 
(lines 3-6, Col. 4 from Pettersen et al.). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Muret et al. and Obata et al. with Pettersen to obtain 
the invention as specified in Claim 3. 

As per Claim 19, the rejection of Claim 18 is incorporated. In addition, 
Claim 19 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 3. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 3 
above. 

b. Referring to Claims 4 and 20: 

As per Claim 4, Muret et al., Obata et al, and Pettersen disclose the 
method according to claim 3, wherein: 

upon said determining step being successful, said first identifier is 
dynamically inserted into further non-visible links [(lines 26-30, Col. 14 
and lines 42-47, Col. 14 from Petteresn)]. 

As per Claim 20, the rejection of Claim 19 is incorporated. In addition, 
Claim 20 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 4. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 4 
above. 

c. Referring to Claims 5 and 21: 
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As per Claim 5, Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen disclose the 
method according to claim 3, wherein upon said determining step not 
being successful, said identifying step further comprises the steps of: 
sending said one of a plurality of web pages to said identified software 
agent [(lines 61-66, Col. 22 and lines 1-3, Col. 23 from Muret et al.) 
and (lines 26-40, Col. 14 from Pettersen)]; 

in response to said sending step, requesting, from said server by said 
identified software agent, any number of a plurality of links associated 
with said one of a plurality of web pages [(lines 61-66, Col. 22 and lines 
1-3, Col. 23 from Muret et ai.) and (lines 46-52, Col. 13 and lines 26- 
40, Col. 14 from Pettersen)]; 

in response to said requesting step, extracting, by said identified 
software agent, said any number of a plurality of links [lines 61-66, Col. 
22 and lines 1-3, Col. 23 from Muret et al.) and (lines 1-6, Col. 14 
from Pettersen)]; 

in response to said extracting step, passing, by said identified software 
agent, said any number of a plurality of links to said client application 
program [lines 61-66, Col. 22 and lines 1-3, Col. 23; lines 9-13, Col. 
19 from Muret et al.)], and 

in response to said passing step, determining, by said client application 
program, which of said any number of a plurality of links to display 
[(lines 62-67, Col. 5; lines 9-13, Col. 19 from Muret et al.)]. 
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As per Claim 21, the rejection of Claim 19 is incorporated. In addition, 
Claim 21 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 5. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 5 
above. 

d. Referring to Claims 6 and 22: 

As per Claim 6, Muret et a!., Obata et a!., and Pettersen disclose the 
method according to claim 5, wherein said any number of a plurality of 
links is displayed within a web browsing session running on said client 
computer [(lines 62-67, Col. 5; lines 9-13, Col. 19; lines 5-13, Col. 24 
from Muret et a!.)]. 

As per Claim 22, the rejection of Claim 21 is incorporated. In addition, 
Claim 22 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 6. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 6 
above. 

e. Referring to Claims 7 and 23: 

As per Claim 7, Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the method 
according to claim 1, wherein said analysing step. Muret et al. and 
Obata et al. do not expressly disclose the remaining limitations of the 
claim. However, Pettersen discloses identifying a first value associated 
with said any number of a plurality of web pages and a second value 
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associated with said further of a plurality of web pages [(lines 35-55, 
Col. 10 from Pettersen)]. Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen are 
analogous art because they are from similar technology relating to the 
web information technology and information crawling. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
was made to combine Muret et al. and Obata et al, with Pettersen since 
one would have been motivated to insert dynamic or variable type 
content from a web server into a designated portion of a web page over 
a distributed electronic network, such as the Internet (lines 3-6, Col. 4 
from Pettersen et al.). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Muret et al. and Obata et al. with Pettersen to obtain the 
invention as specified in Claim 7. 

As per Claim 23, the rejection of Claim 17 is incorporated. In addition, 
Claim 23 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 7. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 7 
above. 

f. Referring to Claims 14 and 30: 

As per Claim 14, Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the method 
according to claim 2. Muret et al. and Obata et al. do not expressly 
disclose the remaining limitations of the claim. However, Pettersen 
discloses wherein a second unique identifier is generated and further 
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inserted into a non-visible linl< [(lines 60-61, Col. 13, lines 1-6 and 26- 
30, Col. 14 from Pettersen)]. IVIuret et a!., Obata et al.. and Pettersen 
are analogous art because they are from similar technology relating to 
the web infomnation technology and information crawling. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
was made to combine Muret et al. and Obata et al. with Pettersen since 
one would have been motivated to insert dynamic or variable type 
content from a web server into a designated portion of a web page over 
a distributed electronic network, such as the Internet (lines 3-6, Col. 4 
from Pettersen et al.). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Muret et al. and Obata et al. with Pettersen to obtain the 
invention as specified in Claim 14. 

As per Claim 30, the rejection of Claim 18 is incorporated. In addition. 
Claim 30 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 14. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 14 
above. 

g. Referring to Claims 15 and 31: 

As per Claim 15, Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the method 
according to claim 1 . Muret et al. and Obata et al. do not expressly 
disclose the remaining limitations of the claim. However, Pettersen 
discloses wherein said distributed data processing system further 
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comprises an application server [(lines 34-40, Col. 12 from Pettersen)]. 
IVIuret et al., Obata et a!., and Pettersen are analogous art because they 
are from similar technology relating to the web information technology 
and information crawling. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention was made to combine Muret et al. 
and Obata et al. with Pettersen since one would have been motivated to 
insert dynamic or variable type content from a web server into a 
designated portion of a web page over a distributed electronic network, 
such as the Internet (lines 3-6, Col. 4 from Pettersen et al.). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Muret et al. and Obata et al. with 
Pettersen to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 15. 

As per Claim 31, the rejection of Claim 17 is incorporated. In addition, 
Claim 31 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 15. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 15 
above. 

7. Claims 8 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Muret et al. (U.S. Patent 6,792,458), Obata et al. (U.S. Pub. 2005/0165778), 
Pettersen (U.S. Patent 6,826,594), and further in view of Meyerzon et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,638,314). 

a. Referring to Claims 8 and 24: 
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As- per Claim 8, IVIuret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen disclose the 
method according to claim 7, wherein said monitoring step further 
comprises the steps of: 

Pettersen further discloses said first and second values in Claim 7. 
Pettersen does not expressly disclose the remaining limitations of the 
claim. However, Meyerzon et al. disclose utilising said first and second 
values to generate a third value, wherein said third value Is associated 
with said identified software agent [(lines 28-48, Coi. 10 from 
Meyerzon et al.)], and 

utilising said third value and a fourth value associated with said all 
requests, to associate said first identifier and said identified software 
agent with a fifth value, wherein said fifth value Is associated with a 
probability [(lines 45-67, Col. 10; lines 1-5, Coi. 13 from Meyerzon et 
al.)]. Muret et al., Obata et al., Pettersen, and Meyerzon et al. are 
analogous art because they are from similar technology relating to the 
web infomnation technology and information crawling. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
was made to combine Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen with 
Meyerzon et al. since one would have been motivated to perform a Web 
crawl, by retrieving a set of electronic documents and subsequently 
retrieving additional electronic documents based on addresses specified 
within each electronic document (lines 22-25, Col. 2 from Meyerzon et 
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al.). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Muret et a!., 
Obata et a!., and Pettersen with IVIeyerzon et al. to obtain the Invention 
as specified in Claim 8. 

As per Claim 24, the rejection of Claim 23 is incorporated. In addition, 
Claim 24 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 8. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 8 
above. 



8. Claims 9-10 and 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Muret et al. (U.S. Patent 6,792,458), Obata et al. (U.S. Pub. 
2005/0165778), Pettersen (U.S. Patent 6,826,594), and Meyerzon et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,638,314), and further in view of Proctor (U.S. Patent 6,530,024). 
a. Referring to Claims 9 and 25: 

As per Claim 9, Muret et al., Obata et al., Pettersen, and Meyerzon et al. 
disclose the method according to claim 8, wherein said log file Is 
analysed further [(lines 5-9, Col. 7 and lines 45-52 and 61-62, Col. 22 
from Muret et al.)]. Muret et al., Obata et al., Pettersen, and Meyerzon 
do not expressly disclose upon said third value being not more than or 
equal to a first pre-determined threshold. However, Proctor discloses 
less than or equal to a threshold value [(lines 7-11, Col. 10 from 
Proctor)]. Muret et al., Obata et al., Pettersen, and Meyerzon et al. are 
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analogous art because they are from similar technology relating to the 
web information technology and information crawling. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
was made to combine Muret et a!., Obata et al., Pettersen, and 
Meyerzon et al. with Proctor since one would have been motivated to 
adapt security procedures based on computing environment activity 
(lines 8-9, Col. 1 from Proctor). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to combine Muret et al., Obata et al., Pettersen, and Meyerzon et al. with 
Proctor to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 9. 

As per Claim 25, the rejection of Claim 24 is incorporated. In addition. 
Claim 25 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 9. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 9 
above. 

b. Referring to Claims 10 and 26: 

As per Claim 10, Muret et al., Obata et al., Pettersen, and Meyerzon et 
al. disclose the method according to claim 8, wherein said log file is 
analysed further [(lines 5-9, Col. 7 and lines 45-52 and 61-62, Col. 22 
from Muret et al.)]. Muret et al., Obata et al., Pettersen, and Meyerzon 
do not expressly disclose upon said fourth value being not more than or 
equal to a second pre-determined threshold. However, Proctor 
discloses less than or equal to a threshold value [(lines 7-11, Col. 10 
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from Proctor)]. Muret et al., Obata et al., Pettersen, and Meyerzon et 
al. are analogous art because they are from similar technology relating 
to the web information technology and information crawling. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made to combine Muret et al., Obata et al., Pettersen, and 
Meyerzon et al. with Proctor since one would have been motivated to 
adapt security procedures based on computing environment activity 
(lines 8-9, Col. 1 from Proctor). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to combine Muret et al., Obata et al., Pettersen, and Meyerzon et al. with 
Proctor to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 10. 

As per Claim 26, the rejection of Claim 24 is incorporated. In addition. 
Claim 26 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 10. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 10 
above. 

9. Claims 11-13 and 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Muret et al. (U.S. Patent 6,792,458), Obata et al. (U.S. Pub. 
2005/0165778), and Pettersen (U.S. Patent 6,826,594), and further in view of 
Proctor (U.S. Patent 6,530,024). 
a. Referring to Claims 1 1 and 27: 
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As per Claim 11, Muret et al.. Obata et al., and Pettersen disclose the 
method according to claim 7, wherein said identified software agent is 
associated with a profile, said profile comprising any number of a 
plurality of data fields unique to said identified software agent, wherein 
said invoking step further comprises the steps of: 
Muret et a!., Obata et al., and Pettersen do not expressly disclose the 
remaining limitations of the claim. However, Proctor discloses 
associating said any number of a plurality of data fields with said at least 
one of a plurality of pre-defined rules [(lines 11-18, Col. 16 from 
Proctor)], and determining whether a pre-defined response needs to be 
activated, and in response to a successful determining step, activating 
said pre-defined response [(lines 51-60, Col. 2 from Proctor)]. Muret 
et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen are analogous art because they are 
from similar technology relating to the web information technology and 
information crawling. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of invention was made to combine Muret et al., 
Obata et al., Pettersen with Proctor since one would have been 
motivated to adapt security procedures based on computing 
environment activity (lines 8-9, Col. 1 from Proctor). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen 
with Proctor to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 1 1 . 
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As per Claim 27, tlie rejection of Claim 23 is incorporated. In addition, 
Claim 27 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 1 1 . 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 1 1 
above. 

b. Referring to Claims 12 and 28: 

As per Claim 12, Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen, and Proctor 
disclose the method according to claim .11, wherein said log file further 
stores an address associated with a software agent and a name 
associated with said software agent [(lines 58-65, Col. 6 and lines 61- 
67, Col. 22 from Muret et al.)]. 

As per Claim 28, the rejection of Claim 27 is incorporated. In addition. 
Claim 28 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 12. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 12 
above. 

c. Referring to Claims 13 and 29: 

As per Claim 13, Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen, and Proctor 
disclose the method according to claim 12, wherein at least one of said 
any number of a plurality of data fields is extracted from said log file 
[(lines 20-26, Col. 6 from Muret et al.)]. 
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As per Claim 29. tfie rejection of Claim 28 is incorporated. In addition, 
Claim 29 encompasses limitations that are similar to those of Claim 13. 
Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against Claim 13 
above. 
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Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's amendments, filed on Apr. 24, 2007, have Claims 4-5, 9-10, 20-21, 
and 25-26 amended. All other claims are as original. 

11. Applicant's remark, filed on Apr. 24, 2007, argues Obata fails to teach or suggest 
all of the limitations, and one having ordinary skill in the art would not have been 
motivated to modify Muret in view of Obata since the teachings of these 
respective references are non-analogous to one another for Claim 1 . 

12. Applicant's remark, filed on Apr. 23, 2007, argues that Muret does not teach or 
suggest that web pages comprising a non-visible link for Claim 2, and 
modification by combining Obata and Muret is nonsensical for Claim 16. 

13. Applicant's remark, filed on Apr. 23, 2007, further argues that Examiner fails to 
establish prima facie case of obvious which would have motivated one having 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the various cited prior art for various dependent 
claims. 

14. Applicant's remark has been fully considered, but found not persuasive based 
on the reason below. 

Regarding to Argument (1): 

In response to Applicant's argument that Muret and Obata is nonanalogous art, it 
has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's 
endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with 
which the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for 
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rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 
1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Muret teaches monitoring and analyzing 
internet traffic so as to handle the busiest websites on the Internet. Obata, on 
the other hand, teaches the method of retrieving information, particularly the 
document information, from the network sites. The combination of the two prior 
art would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made since one would have been motivated to optimize a Web 
crawler's use of computer resources when performing adaptive incremental Web 
crawls to maintain the synchronization (lines 4t7 of [0010] from Obata et al.) 
especially in the internet/network environment. That is, the retrieval of data 
infomiation from website on the internet/network may be processed in a fast 
manner t)y having the crawler involved. Therefore, the two cited prior art, 
contrary to Applicant's argument, is not nonanalogous and is within the same 
field of endeavor. 

Regarding to Argument (2): 

In regards to Applicant's argument that Muret does not teach or suggest that web 
pages comprising a non-visible link for Claim 2, and modification by combining 
Obata and Muret is nonsensical for Claim 16, Examiner respectively disagrees. 
First of all, it is not clearly as what the Applicant mean as "the non-visible link" 
claimed in Claim 2. In this instance, the cited disclosure described the interactive 
report made of HTML and javascript code for loading the application and icons. 
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Therefore, the icons on the report, in the form of javascript and html code, 
represent a non-visible link (see lines 45-53 and 65-67, Col. 20 and line 1 , Col. 
21 from Muret et a!.). As for Claim 16, Examiner would like to state that Obata 
and Muret is not nonanalogous (see above argument (1)). Therefore, it is not 
nonsensical to combine Muret and Obata. 

Regarding to Argument f3); 

15. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references to establish prima facie case of obvious which would have motivated 
one having ordinary skill in the art to do so, the examiner recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of 
the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re 
Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 
F.2d347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Muret teaches 
monitoring and analyzing internet traffic so as to handle the busiest websites on 
the Internet, Obata teaches the method of retrieving information on a computer 
network, particularly the document information, Pettersen teaches the web page 
content code and access to the constructed . dynamic web page, Meyerzon 
teaches retrieving information pertaining to electronic document on a computer 
network, and Proctor teaches managing of security incidents in the network 
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computing environment. Anyone having ordinary sl<ill in the art at the time of the 
invention would be able to make various combinations of the above references 
since they are related to the network/internet management, processing, and data 
retrieval. Therefore, prima facie case of obvious has been established based on 
the motivation provided in the above rejections. 

Based on the reason above, it is believed that the rejection to the claims should 
be maintained. Applicant is reminded that additional modification to clarify the 
claimed limitation is necessary for further consideration. 

Conclusion 

16. Accordingly. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant 
is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed 
within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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a. Torii et al. (U.S. Pub. 2002/0116631) discloses the system includes the 
monitor agent that analyzes log of an entity. When an abnormality is 
detected, the monitor agent notifies about the abnormality to the control 
manager. The control manager decides a countermeasure and a 
countermeasure request party from the database and informs them to the 
action agent which the countermeasure request party. The action agent 
implements the countermeasure. 

17. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Yin-Chen Shaw whose telephone number is 571- 
272-8593. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 to 4:30 M-F. If 
attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Yen Vu can be reached on 571-272-3859. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. 
Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 
http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on accej^s to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) ^866-217-9197 



(toll-free). 
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